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FOREWORD

This memorandum considers the implications of the increased
interaction of Latin American countries with the international system.
The author asserts that the new Latin American environment is
developing at a time when the United States has deliberately embarked
on a sweeping reassessment and redirection of its relations with Latin
America , including lowering its profile and loosening its ties to the
Inter -American system. As a resul t , the militaiy component of the
Inter -American system has undergone severe stress , as evidenced by
strained bilateral relations with strateg ically important countries and in
the search for alternative means of relating bilaterally as well as
multilaterally. The author concludes it is the task of the United States
to respond creatively in order to secure its interests in the hemisphere .

The Military Issues Research Memoranda program of the Strateg ic
Studies Institute , US Army War College, provides a means for timely
dissemination of analytical papers ;.nich are not necessarily constrained
by format or conformity with institutional policy . These memoranda
are prepared on subjects of current importance in areas related to the
authors ’ professional work or interests.

This memorandum was prepared as a contribution to the field of
national security research and study. As such , it does not reflect the
official view of the College, the Department of the Army, or the
Department of Defense.

DeWITT C. SMITH , JR. C”
Major General , USA
Commandant
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DIMENSIONS OF US-LATIN AMERICAN MI LITAR Y RE LATIONS

US military relations with Latin America have reached difficult
proportions. As the result of changes in the geopolitical environment ,
of the persisting asymmetrie s in inter-American affairs , and recent
initiatives by the United States in human rights and arms control
policies , the underpinnings of the Inter -American Mili t ary System—that
bod y of organizations , experiences , exchanges, traditions , common
doctrine , and the associated notion of hemispheric collective
security—have been badl y shaken. In the words of a leading
contemporary authority on inter-American security, the system is in
“significant and perhaps fatal decline. ”1 The reasons for thi s decline
and the future  of military relations are explored in succeeding pages. It
must be noted at the outset that Latin America is experiencing
important geopolitical change , and thi s change in turn affects the
dimension of military relations. A related question is the utility of
military relations with nations , the majority of which are marginal to
the centr al security concerns of the United States.

GEOPOLITICS , NATIONALI SM , NATIONAL INTE GRATION

Consistent with changes in the international environment of
bipo larity to multipo larity, the nations of Latin America are inserting
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themselves more directly into international affairs. A region which in
global terms has historically been “neither decisive nor influential ”2
interacts with the international system and within itself to an increasing
degree . The indices of this interaction are varied: diversifying trade
patterns both in the North-South direction , hut increasing ly in an
East-West Southern Hemisp here (Brazil into Africa , Middle East OPEC
countries into Latin America) ; initiatives in Law of the Seas;
partici pation in international organization s; the development of some
countries as important food exporters to the world community;energy
sources; technolog ical advancement; Cuban Third Worl d activism ; the
potential for nuclear proliferation in the region; the diffusion of
conventional military power ; and the diversi fication of sources of
mili tary equipment.

The indices of interac t ion parallel another manifest global
trend ideological pluralism —a willingness to experiment with a variety
of political , economi c, and social forms in order to build more
integrated nation-states. For better or for worse , whether termed
civilian democracies (Venezuela , Colombia , Costa Rica), authoritarian
corporat ist military re formism of the righ t (Brazil , Uruguay , Argentina ,
Bolivia) or of the left (Peru , at an earlier time ) or of the center
(Ecuador , Honduras) , or one party democratic corporatism (Mexico),
or Cuban Socialism, Latin American governments today are more
effective than ever before. With some notable exceptions , the nations of
Latin America are more partici patory, collect more taxes , invest more ,
build more and educate more , grow more food , and in general articulate
national interests within the international community better than they
have at any tim e in their history . Admittedly, the distribution of goods
and services remains regressive and few, if any, have sol ved the
dilemmas confronting all developing countries , i. e., how to
simultaneousl y maximize productivity, socio-political partici pation , and
economi c redistribution without engendering the tensions that erode
bases of support .

A new nationalism , termed developmental , characterizes Latin
America. Development is equated with social integration and national
security, in a correlation felicitously rendered “of mutual casuality ” by
the Brazilians. Development may also be equated with nuclear power ,
both as an energy source and ultimat ely for a modest nuclear
capability. In sum, these trends indicate that the foundations are being
established for more viable and assertive nation-states and only time
will tell which of them achieve viability and a more influential role in
international affairs.
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The new dynamism in Latin America ’s international affairs exists
alongside some of the traditional descriptors and modes . It remains an
economically and technologically dependent area and no economy of
the reg ion has developed the infrastructure and the sustained high rates
of internal investment necessary to generate self-sustaining economic
growth. Most have urban-rural and class imbalances in which major
portions (if not majorities) of the population are not participating in
the benefits of growth. Income levels are widening rather than
diminishing. What this portends for the development of viable polities is
not good , for if the past is any guide for the future , income and
satisfaction levels must rise more uni forml y. Politicall y, what it
portends is the continuation of the seemingly unending cycle of the
crises of legit imacy, participation , and distribution—expressed in terms
of weakly-based governments attempting to resolve problems throug h a
multip licity of civilian and military technocratic forms.

As these countries externalize their internal weaknesses in foreign
policy, the majority will continue to be “neither decisive nor
influential ” in world affairs. There are important qualifications to this
generalization—Brazi l , by virtue of its size, population , resources ,
industrial base , and its developmentalist leadership; Venezuela with its
petroleum and OPEC linkages ; Mexico with some of the same
characteristics possessed by Brazil plus large quantities of petroleum
deposits yet to be exploited; and Cuba with its activist revolutiona ry
foreign policy and critical Soviet support. In a second level ranking
would be Argentina , Chile , Peru , and Colombia with significant
resource bases. Yet the four confront internal political cleavages of a
magnitude that precludes them from acquiring major influence in
international affairs for some time to come. The Soviet toehold in Peru ,
expressed in the recent acquisition of armor and air powe r , though it
may influence the regional balance on the West Coast of South
America , does not seem to provide the opportunity for the expansion
of Soviet ideological influence beyond Cuba.

A subregional sketch indicates a high level of dynamics in
geopolitical change . in the Caribbean , the newly emerging and yet to
emerge English-speaking ministates and microstates are basically
unviable by themselves and will need outside support. England is
reluctant for domestic reasons to provide this support and is opting to
play a dimin ishing role in Caribbean affairs. Belize , which is coveted by
Guatemala , and wants independence with British support , demonstrates
the limits of a continued Britis h presence in the Caribbean.
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Concurrently,  ( ‘ aribbean countries are expe rimenting with
indi genous forms of socialism Jamaica ’s “democratic socialism ” and
(;uyana ’s “cooperative socialism ” in order to eliminate internal
cleavages , increase product ion , and construct more integrated societies.
Cuba , by virtue of location , its activist dip lomacy, Soviet support , and
forcefu l intrusion into African affairs , has become a power both to be
feared and admired. It has opted to become a more moderate actor in
the region , preferring correct state to state relations to the export of
revolution in order to project itself as a disinterested and fraternal
develop ing nation , anxious to hel p in tasks of nat ion-building.  Yet
Cuba ’s image as such will continue to be tarnished b y Soviet tics and
totalita rianism.

In their search for development and the effort to secure thei r
int ernal  bases of support , Carib bean countries are diversif ying their
linkages withi n the international community . But it is increasing l y clear
that despite efforts at nonal ignment and an occasional dalliance with
the Socialist bloc , the United States will continue to be looked upon as
the princi pal source of capital investment , technology , aid , and the
main market for the region ’s products and surp lus labor. Moreover , the
vacuum left by gradual British disengagement and the inci pient (‘ uhan
role strongl y urges the United States to assume a more active hand ,
bilaterally and multilaterall y, to address Caribbean problems. 1 he
Carter Administration , through recent hi gh-level visits by Mrs. Carter ,
Ambas sador Andrew Young, and Assistant Secretary Terence Todman ,
has indicated a willingness to assume a more sympathetic role. It is
not eworth y that whereas US- Latin American relations have been
general ly filled with tension in the past two years , US-Caribbean
relati ons ~re on the upswing.

F~sewhere the Latin American poli tical scene is experiencing
impor tan t  changes. Mexico ’s leadership change to the Lopez-Portill o
administrat ion augurs a more determined e ffort to address Mexico ’s
internal  problems and partiall y disengage from the Third World activism
of Ech ever r ia. At the same time , Mexico faces the crit ical question of
how to maximize the benefits of its newl y f ound  oil wealth befo re its
intern al  socio-economic problems reach unmanageable proportions.
Bec ause of proximity and the increasing level of economic and cultural
integr at ion with its  nor thern nei ghbor , Mexico ’s problems
automatical ly  become those of the Unit ed States. Thi s interdependence
is best evidence d by illegal mi gration and it s associated problems.

In Central America the environment is identified by the enduring
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pro blems of traditional “conflict societies ” that  are at tempting to
modernize and simultaneousl y avoid the accompanying tension and
political dislocations. Military and authoritarian governments
predominate with varying degrees of success in achieving those
objectives. Nicaragua in a sense represents a prototype of the political
stalemate of all Latin America liberalizing political system encase d in a
country with a traditional authority system and weakly-based political
parties. Change toward a m ore open society oriented in the direction of
socio-economic development will be politicall y traumatic. The trauma
in turn  affects relations with othe r nations.

In South America there is ample evidence of the growth of more
assertive and effective states that are better able to articulate national
i nterests. The impact on geopolitics is the renaissance of often dormant
border issues , the competition for subsoil and maritime resources , and
the tracing out of classical spheres of influence with the panopl y of
economi c , political and mil i tary influences. On the West Coast of South
America , Peru , Chile , Bolivia , and , to a lesser exten t , Ecuador and
Argentina , are deeply involved in positioning themselves for yet another
review of the age-old Tacna-Arica dispute , the related Bolivian quest for
a territorial outlet to the sea , and for the refi ghting 1 00 years later of
the War of the Pacific. Coincidentally, the three principals are led by
mili tary governments emerging from their own uni que efforts at
national integration - Chile ’s authoritarian corporatism , following the
overthrow of the Allende Socialist experiment , Peru ’s radical
refo rmism, and Bolivia ’s version of the Brazilian model.

01 the three , flOflC has be’~n particular ly successful in achieving its
internal  goals and all have recently focused their attention on external
defense. Argentina recently adopted a more intransigent position
toward Chile in the Beag le Channel dispute , where the stakes are
potentially much greater with the presence of kr ill and petroleum
deposits than the desolate Atacarna. Yet the Beag le Channel dispute ,
the Peru-Chile-Bolivia issue , and the British-Argentine dispute over the
Fa lk land Islands are minu cts f o r  internal and insti tutional maneuvering
among the respective mili ta ry governments. In the aggregate , whether it
be a case of posturing for internal  consumption or for more substantial
inte rnational stakes , these events indicate that the governments can
mobilize significant popular support by defining threats to the
individual nation ’s security. The same observation app lies to
Ecuadorian-P eruvian tensions over the terr i torial  question of the oriente
and recent petroleum finds in the sensitive border areas. Colombia and
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Venezuela are involved in their own dispute ove r the contiguous
continental shelf and the presumed location of petroleum deposits as
well as important disagreements on the flow of undocumented
Colombian labo rers into Venezuel a.

All of these examp les are cited as evidence that Latin America is no
longer a quiescent region , generally devoid of any serious potential for
conflict. Nothing could be farther from the truth today . The most
important development is Brazil ’s emergence as the major power in
Latin America , with the potential to develop into the first Southern
Hemisphere nation to achieve major powe r status. In recognition of
Braz il ’s importance in world affairs , the United States entered into an
agreement with that country to conduct high-level consultations - the
February 2 1 , 1976 Brazil-United States Memorandum of
Understandi ng. The memorandum was fu rther recognition that Brazil
had reached a level of importance upon which the United States coul d
rel y to perform some functions of an ally in certain limited areas of
international affairs— the Middle East , Africa , and importantly in South
America. Brazil ’s power ascendancy has generated the inevitable
competition with its immediate neighbor and the only other claimant
for leader ship in Latin America — Argentina.  Argentina is hopelessly
outdistanced by Brazil in all elements of national power and onl y in the
area of nuclear powe r development does it enjoy a technological lead.
In the meantime Brazil’ s growing economic clout is being felt in the
bordering countries - Uruguay , Paraguay, and Bolivia- - and also in the
penetration of West African markets.

TUE UNITED STATES AND LATIN AMERICA
THE PERSISTENT ASYMMETRIES

The sum and substance of the changing geopolitical
envi ronment the new nati onalism , the heightened international role ,
and the appearance of intrareg ional tensions -- comes at a time when the
United States is opting to loosen the umbilical cord that has tethered it
so closely to Latin America in the past . 1his process manifests itself
most palpably in the reali gn ment of US-Panamanian relat ions that
follows the r atification of the new (‘anal treaties. Yet the Panama (‘anal
issue antedates a more sweeping reassessment and redirection of
US-Lat in American relation s and indeed of all of US forei gn policy
under the rubric of human rig hts. The United States is embarked upon
a course of deliberately lowering it s profile in Latin Am erica.
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Lowering it s prof ile in Latin America will prove difficult , if not
impossible , for the United States for a number of reasons. The United
States has been and will remain the princi pal economic , politi cal , and
military power in any hemispheric equation. The region itself has
historical ly been a princi pal testing ground for US policy initiatives
beginning with the Monroe Doctrine , “bi g stick” dip lomacy, collective
security, and the American thrust into Third World natio n-building
efforts. The United States has attempted to construct a community of
nations having a “special relationshi p” compose d of geography, history,
and some common political forms. In return for the special
relationshi p embodied by the Organization of American States and a
plethora of inter-American agreements the countries of Lat in America
have been , by and large , important and consistent supporters of US
foreign poli cy preferences. The unequal relationship of the United
States as a superpower , and the limited (and often neg li gible) power
capabilitie s of the Latin American countries , made it quite easy and
often convenient to maintain the myth fantasy of the “special
relationshi p.” With the development of a multipolar world , the rise of
new forms of powe r represented by economic resources , and the
diminishing utili ty of crude forms of suasion in international affairs ,
future relations will be characterized by greater lati tude and leverage
for Latin American countr ies in the conduct of their own foreign
a ffairs a condition that will take some time for all concerned to
acc o mmo date.

To these calculations must be added another: the asymmetry that
characterizes the entire range of inter-American issues. Where as the
region is deemed to be in a “special relationship ” with the United
States , it is in fact of low-level importance in US foreign policy and
even that level may be in decline relative to other regions of th e world.
Some crude indicators support thi s point. 1 he United States had $22.2
bill ion of its $1 33. 1 billion cumulative investments abroad in Latin
America in 1 975. Western Europe trades more with Latin America than
the United States does - whose export s expressed in terms of reg ional
imports fell from 39 percent in 1 960 to 31 percent in l~)75. Moreover ,
the total of US exports and imports to and from 1..atin America account
for less than 1/2 of 1 percent of the two trillion dollars US Gross
National Produ ct. In strategic materials , Venezuela provided 17.2
percent of US petroleum imports in 1975. 3 Mexican petroleum will be
an increasingly important  component of the US and world energy
picture. Jamaican bauxite is also important , but when all is said and7



done there are no vital strategic materials in Lat in Ameri ca that are not
available elsewhere.

‘[he availability of strategic materials  and the level of ’ trade are not
by the mselves sufficient indicators of the re la t ive  importance of an
area. Latin America is important  to the United States because , to
borrow a term from military j argon , it is an “economy of force ” area.
Basicall y, the United States desires that  no serious problems arise in the
area that  demand at tbnt io n ar i d resources tha t  must be allocated
‘~lsewhere , in other words an environme nt that minimizes its own
secu rity liabilities. Expressed more philosop hical ly, the United States
“has an interest in legitim ate and strong regimes that adequatel y
respond to popular demands , not in s tabil i ty for its owi~ sake . . . an
interest in representative regimes tha t  fully and fairly defend their
national interest . . . . “4 Thus , though Latin America may be important
in these subjective ways , in global terms it is at best of secondary
importance to the United States.

If Latin America is of low and declining importance to the t in i t e d
States , the opposite is not tr ue . Abraha m Lowentha l , an as tu te  observer
of inter- American affairs asserts the following : “Inter-American
relations are basicall y asymmetrical . Wh at is important  to Latin
America may he marginal in Washington , or what  is perceived as
advantageous in Washington may seem exp loitat ive in Latin America.
With this asymmetry tension inevitably results. ” And: “The making of
US policy toward Latin America has a special charac t~..i , different from
the making of policy toward industrialized countries , which derives
from the confluence of important  economic int erests , negli gible
security interest s , and l i t t le  othe r recognized reason for continuing US
government concern. Latin American a ffairs seldom receive hi gh-level
attention. . .

US- LATIN AM E RICAN MILI TARY RELATIONS
PAST AND FUTU RE

The asymmetries in US- Latin American relation s are perhaps best
illustrated in the development of mil i ta ry relations. It is a generally
accepted notion that  Latin America has a limited role to play in US
worl d mili ta ry strategy. Nonetheless , milita ry strategists have long
attempted to define the value of the region in terms of US military
requirem ents - such as preventing the establishment of hostile power
base s and inf1uence~ retaining access to lines of communication , to
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strategic resources and bases; and precluding intrareg ional str if e .6 La t in
America is pretty much on the perip hery of the war scenarios conjured
up for N ATO-Warsaw Pact confrontations.  Outside of the requirement
to stat ion forces in the (‘anal Lone and l’or the security assistance
programs administered throug h the Southern (‘ommand , US milita ry
resources were husbanded for more critical a reas of the world.
Collective security, issuing f rom the hemisp heric an t i -Axis  posture that
became codified in the Rio Treaty of Reci procal Assistance ( I  947) and
thereafter  elaborated into anti- ( ’ommunist  alliance , was the conceptual
framework tha t  gave rise to a web of poli t ical-mili tary relationships ,
bilateral as well as multilateral .

Throug h these relationships , formalized into security assistance
pacts , the United States beca m e , for all practical purposes , the main
source of military doctrine , armaments , and training. These
relationships also had important  political r amifications - they ’ served to
identify and ali gn the Latin American mili tary establishments solidl y in
the direction of the West. It  was also a fond wish of the United States
that through US-sponsored tr aining and exposure to a modern mili ta ry
system , not only would they become effective anti-Communists , but
also more competent military men that would remain apolitical and
hel p establish the bases for democracy. It turns out that  Latin
American military men are ant i-Communist  for ins t i tu t iona l  and
cultural reasons and that greater professionalization and exposure to
forei gn assistance may in fact have increased their propensity to be
politically active at the expense of civilian counterparts . 7

Throughout the halcyon days of collective security it was well
understood that  the United States would a t tend to the defense of the
hemisphere in the unlik ely event of an extracont inental  threat to its
security. Moreover , the United States could be depended upon through
its  leverage and the somewhat defective inter-Americ an peacekeeping
machinery to mediate and moderate any local conflicts.

At the same time , the Latins viewed and continue to view their
r elations with the northern superpower ambivalently: the Uni ted States
was seen as a protector against the outside threat and “a menace in her
OWfl right ”8 to their national interests. Moreover , in cases where it felt
its vita! interests were directly challenge d , the collective security
machinery of the Organization of American States proved too
cumbersome and the United States acted unilaterally namel y in the
Bay of Pigs (1961 ) ,  the ( uban Missile (‘risis ( 1962) . and the Dominican
Republic (1965).
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Asymmetric perceptions entered the picture here also. Whereas the
United States viewe d gravel y the emergence of internal threats that
migh t produce environments prop itious for  the growth of com nun ism ,
the Latin American s were equally concerned , if not more so, about
their sovereignty being violated by the United States and by other Latin
American states. Thus , lat in Americans viewed and continue to view
the Rio ‘l reaty and the Organization of ’ American States “ not primarily
as an alliance against an external threat but rather as an elaborate
juridical and moral structure to limi t U.S intervention in the
I lemisphere. ”9

Recentl y, the asymmetry has grown to include differing perceptions
of ’ what constitutes not onl y the threat but also the definition of
security. The Latin Americans have promoted the concept of economic
security within an expanded definition of national security and na tional
integration , whereas the United States has been very reluctant to
discuss collective economic security in inter-Anierican fora . In the
protocol of San Jose ( 1 9 7 5 ) ,  the United States attached a reservation to
the effect “ that  it accepts rio obli gation or commitment to negotiate ,
sign , or ratify a treaty or convention on the subject of collective
economic security. ” 0 Secretary of State Henry Kissinge r firmly
criticized the proposed new draft Charter of the OAS f’or its
prescri ptions on collective economic security : “I regret to say that it is
one that our government could neither sign nor recommend that  our
Senate ratify . It includes prescriptive and hortatory statements of
general princip le which are as poorl y defined as they are ominous .” 1 I

Moreover , within the framework of collective security . US-Latin
American military relations developed a body of’ common
organi zations , doctrin e, and training that did not necessarily equate
with a common world view and shared perception of the threat and of
the concept of security. John Child , in his extensive writings on
inter-American security, indicates that  mil i ta ry cooperation developed
into an inte r-American Milita ry System , which thoug h it may not
qualif y as a fully integrated and goal-oriented enti ty , has neve rtheless
importan t components and functions and “merits consideration by
virtue of the fact that politically signif ’icant individuals and institutions
within the Americas have acknowledged its existence and have
expressed concern over its purposes and strength. ” 1 2

‘I’he components of the system have been the following: the
Inter-American Defense Board (founded in 194 1 and the oldest
multila teral military organization the United States participates in); the
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Inter-American ‘t reaty of Reci pto c al  Assistance ; security assistance
programs ; the Inter -Amer i can Defe nse College ; US Mil i ta ry  Latin
Arn er icanist s :  the Central American I~~fense (‘ounc il; the US Southern
Command; hemisp heric conferences of Service chief ’s; jo int maneuvers
and combined exercises such as the “UNI I AS” naval exercises;
communications facilities; traini ng programs for the Latin American
military in Panama and the United States; and unsuccessfu l efforts to
create an Inter-Ame r ican Peace Force. With the exception of the
Inter-Americ an Peace Force , which was pretty much a dead issue by the
late 1 960’s, most of’ the other components are being seriousl y
questioned as to whether they are worth retaining.

Along with these organizations and institutions , milita ry relations
subsumed certain common strategic concepts. These concepts , mostly
derivatives of World War II and the “cold war ,” increasing ly became
sources of dispute and the eventual weakening of the milita ry system.
To begin with , the Latin Americans objected to the idea of developing a
formal instrument of collective security as propound ed by the United
States. In the 1950’s, monolithic communism was perceived as the
principal threat by the United States and its European allies. The Latin
Americans not only did not share fully in thi s perception , but they
resented the fact that the United States neglected them in favor of
I-urope and Northeast Asia.

Consensus in favor of an Inter-American Military System reached its
apogee in the years coinciding with Fidel Castro ’s export of the
revolution. A credible threa t eme rged as Cuba attempted to convert the
Andes into the Sierra Maestra of Latin America. The outcome of this
was the development of an expanded strategic concept and a high level
of military cooperation between the United States and Latin America.
Internal defense and development became the guiding concept for
combatting the spread of revolutiona ry communism. This consensus
developed at a time when the United States itself entered a period of
hyperactivity in confronting the sweeping tide of Communist expansion
in Third World areas as was perceived in the Vietnam and Dominican
Republic contingencies , and development efforts such as the Alliance
for Progress to hel p establish the bases for more viable liberal
democracies that would become alternatives to communism.

Durin g this period the United States and a number of Latin
American countries constructed impressive programs to deal with the
foc os of guerrilla activity, such as counterinsurgency and civi c action.
Existing multilateral organizations revitalized and new ones were
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created such as the Inter-A merican Defense (‘ollege and a US unified
command in the (‘an al Zone. Military cooperation reached the
high-water mark in the period 19S9~67 , 13 even though the Cuban
revolutionary threa t  was not universall y perceived. ‘[ he United States
itsel f may have overestimated the vulnerabi l i ty  of Latin American
societies to revolution and overcommit ted resources accordingly. I ~

The past 10 years have witnessed a drastic decline of consensus in
favor of the util i ty of the inter-American military relations. The reasons
for this are varied. In I 965 , the United States again demonstrated its
propensity to go it alone in the Dominican Republic intervention.
Moreover , Vietnam preo ”cupied American attention and Latin America
was subjected to “beni gn neg lect ” during the Nixon years and the
Watergate trauma. In Latin America there developed indi genous
national security doctrines that focused on internal economi c
development and national integration the Brazilian doctrine refined in
the Escola Superior de Guerra and Peru ’s ori ginally radical concept of
national integration propounded by its (‘entro de Altos F s tu dios
Mi l itares. The Brazilian and Peruvian “models ” are perhaps the most
important developments in inter-American affairs since the end of
World War I l .  Both concepts , variousl y adapted by other Latin
countries , equate social integration and economic development with
national security the notion that  a nation is not safe f rom external and
internal threats unless it attains these attr ibutes.  Important ly  also , the
f’uture leaders of Latin America , many of whom will have been trained
in these civilian-milita ry technoc ratic milieus , will be strong l y imbued
with these doctrines. The new national security doctrines merged with
the flowerin g of dependency theory as a way of exp laining Latin
America ’s marginal location in international mil i tar y relations. 1 5

Concurrently, the liberal democratic experiment gave way to a new
wave of militarism that is nationalistic and deve lopmenta l ist , heavil y
imbued with the notion that  upon the shoulders u t an increasing ly
competent mili tary rested the burden of building a nation. Ideolog ical
pluralism with a greater tolerance for more radical approaches to
nation-building becam e fi rmly fixed b y l ~70 characterized by a less
menacing Cuba , Allende ’s socialist experiment in ( ‘hile , and the
Peruvian Revolution. Brazi l ’s economic miracle demonstrated at the
same time the significant potential of an author i tar ian
military-technocr atic approach to development. All in all , by the mid
1 970’s, there was mounting evidence that Latin American countries
were making important institutional and programmatic strides at more
effect ive  government , even if some indicators existed to the contrary.
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By the earl y I 970 ’s, important changes in arms transfers were
becoming evident.  On the part of’ the United States , congressional
restrictions began to limit total US sales to Latin Americ a a region
which normally accounts for a minuscule portion of the world ’s arms
market .  Fur the r , VS leg islation inhibited the sale of “sophisticated ”
weapons to Latin America. These restrict ions combined with the fact
that the United States , because of ’ i ts other commitments , did not have
available for sale the variety of items desired b y Latin Americans in this
latest arms purchasing cycle. 16 The princi pal impact is that  the United
States is no longe r the prime source of armaments France has been the
largest forei gn source since the earl y 1 970’s, the Soviets breached the
Western monopoly in Peru , and currentl y Israel competes with the
United States in the region. Thus any leverage the United States may
have had through arms transfers is diminishing. Moreover , in digenous
arms industries are developing in Brazil and Argenti na.

Addit ional  determinants  have very recently entered the
equation most notabl y, human ri ghts considerations codified into law
b y congress ional leg islation and accentuat ed by President Carter ’s
forei gn policy. The human ri ghts provisions inserted into the
Intern at ional  Securi ty Ass istance and Arms Export Control Act of
l~)76 prohibit security ass istance to governments found to he
conducting gross violations of thei r citizens ’ human rights.  l ’tiev also
require congressional review of all arms sales of over S2 5 million. Since
human r ights became the cornerstone of Carter ’s forei gn policy, Lat in
America n count r ies  whose record in that  area has been negative Chile,
Urug uay,  Brazil , El  Salvador , Guatemala , and Argentina were sing led
out for t e rmina t ion  of grant  and credit assistance.

I he impact of human rig hts upon poli t ical-mili tary relations has
been dramat ic .  Six countries either uni la tera l ly  terminated mil i tary
ass i stance agreements or rejected US assistance and have generally
assumed a harder line toward continued mili tary cooperation with the
United States. ‘I he Brazilians , who were also reacting against US
disp leasure with the nuclear te chnology t r a n s f e r  agreemen t wi th  West
Germany, pulled out of the Jo int VS- Brazilia n Mil i tary  Commission in
mid 1077. The Argentine s cancelled part i c ipat ion in hemisp heric naval
exerc ises. The reasoning was as follows : the United States had adopted
a selective and morally incons istent  posture . They argued , moreover ,
that  they we re being treat ed shabb i ly because they were not
strateg ically important enough to warrant  exception s by reason of US
national  security as in the cases of ’ South Korea and the Phi l ippines.
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The Latin Americans read the human rights program from a
different perspective . Whereas the Unit ed States is concerned about
individual huma n rig hts (an argument which is not wholl y convincing to
them since they believe that the thrust may also be intended for other
purposes such as internal foreign policy consensus in the United States
and the accompany ing need to generate leverage against the Soviet
Union),  they believe it is not concerned about the violation of
individual and collective rights of societies at war with Marxist
guerri l las.  ‘l hey charge in addition that the United States does not show
sensitivity to the problems of societies faced with the inevitable
tensions and violence associated wi th  development. They thus tend to
see a form of moral intervention that is not altogether altruistic.

These recent initiatives by the United States have contributed to
problems in military relations. Many countries feel abandoned by the
United States precisely at the time when both the internal and external
threat is more credible to them than at any time since the early l960’s.
Recent Soviet-Cuban triumphs in Angola and Ethiopia and the
stratagem of “intervention by invitation ” there have awakened fears in
southern South America about an increasing Soviet naval presence in
the South Atlantic , and in the Caribbean about Cuban intentions. ’7
Argentina , Brazil , Chile , Uruguay and South Afric a are rumored to be
conside ring the formation of ’ a South Atlantic Treaty Organization.
Such a prospect is not in the cards , 18 but these indi genous perceptions
indicate that Latin Americans do not tak e these events lightly and do
possess a capacity , if somewhat limited , to undertake initiatives that
may in the long run not be in the interest of the United States.

The United States appears embarked on an effort to redesign its
international relations , to dismantle the ri g id system developed since
1945 , and reassert its legitimacy as a spokesman for democratic
values -a standing diminished by Vietnam and Watergate , and the
as.sociation of sinister intentions in policy toward the Third World. It is
attempting to depart from the grim fixation with the Soviet threat and
more equitabl y distribute its gaze toward Western Europe and Jap an ,
and establish a stronger influence in the Third World. The record of
these earl y init iatives in Lat in Ameiica contain both genuine successes
and setbacks. In the (‘aribbean the United States has regained the
confidence of and reestablished a working relationship with Jam aica ,
Guyan a, and other “Caribbean Socialist ” countries. However , in South
America strained relations pe rsist wi th  inf luent ial  countries notably
Brazil , Argentina , and Chile . Because of ’ the peculiarities of the issue ,
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the Panama Canal Treaties are not a good measure of either success or of
failure in overall Latin America policy.

The human rights program will not necessarily make countries any
safe r for democracy ; it may in fact make them safe r from democracy as
it strengthens antidemocratic forces in the target country. An effort to
champ ion the cause in Braz il may harden its decision to acquire nuclear
technology and even hel p to galvanize popular support for that
government—thereby dimini shing the chances of achieving the
commendable goal of checking nuclear proliferation and of promoting
political liberalization.

Brazil , whether or not it trul y achieves its aspirations of becoming a
more integrated political entity with the economic and milita ry
attributes of a major worl d powe r , will in the succeeding 10 to 1 5 years
challenge the creativity of US political and milita ry diplomacy. It
already perceives a greater role for itself in South America and Africa
and has the potential to become a usefu l ally of the United States in
those two areas. It is well on the way toward develop ing an impressive
naval surveillance capability, and is already exporting military
equipment. Brazil will be a major political and economic factor in the
contiguous areas of South America and can perform impor tant
functions for the West in building brid ges between the Third Worl d and
the industrialized nations. It may achieve a modest nuclear capability
befo re the end of the century . If it does so it may thus spur Argentina
to do the same . In the meantime , it will be imperative to maintain
military to military communications as Brazil emerges as a more
assertive force in international affairs under the continued guidance of a
predom inantly milita ry government.

CONCLUSIONS

The next two decades will see the continuation of geopolitical
changes: the contin ued growth of strong and effective national
governments , the competition for resources , the resurgence of
traditional rivalrie s and border tensions , and the diffusion of milita ry
power to include the possibility of nuclear proliferation. In the
aggregate , these trends indicate that Latin America will be less and less
beholden to the policy preferences of the United States. Indeed ,
multipolarity will engender ~i loosening of traditional ali gnments that
will grant greater flexibility to the La tin Americans. Perhaps this
process is inevitable as nations mature , yet it is imperative that an
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environment  conducive to working out problems and common
() h l Cctl v es remain.

A number of conclusions are possible. If the United States wishes to
mainta in  useful  relations with the Latin American militaries , it must he
prepared to ar t iculate  its security interests more broadl y and
accommodate Latin American notions of security. The definition has
of t en  been irrelevant to the Latin American environment.  Moreover ,
the functions of mil i tary relations are poorl y understood. Combined
mil i tary  planning and exercises are secondary to the achievement of
larger political objectives. The mil i ta ry is a pivotal force in politics and
wil l remain so in the majority of the countries beyond the midrange. At
the same time also , it must be understood that an enthusiastic embrace
of ’ milita ry rule may be counterproductive , since they are
narrowly-based governments.

As internat io n al  politics become more complex , countries , whatever
their  size , develop military needs. If  the United States has a desire in
se lf ’- re l iant  al l ies  tha t  hel p minimize its security risks , then it is
app ro pnate to recogni ze this f ac t .  Given the congressional temper and
the major commitment  by the (‘ar ter  Adminis t ra t ion  to human ri ghts
and to arms control , and the marginal pr ior i ty  assigned to Latin
Ameri ca. it is d i f f i c u l t  to see how the Uni ted  States may he responsive
to even min imum legitimate mil i ta r y  needs in the future.  Therefore , the
United States ough t to he prepared to deal with an emerg ing com plex
of securi ty relations where it may no longer he the prime source of
assistance . I t  can do so in part by encourag ing restraint in weapons
procurement  by supporting reg ional arms cont iol  ef ’forts such as the
1 074 Ayacu cho declaration ,  t i lt  !nate ly, it must  mak e clearer i ts  own
policies , m ake them less selective and more universal , so that Latin
American countries can ant ic i pate them adequatel y.

l i m e  ent i re  range of questions related to security assistance , leverage ,
and mil i ta r y  professiona lizatio mi needs to be reexamined. l)oes security
assistance enta i l  inf luence and leverage , and if ’ so, in what  direction?
What kind of influence is generated by US relations with Latin
American militaries ? The naive notion that mi l i ta ry  m e n  are the same
and will all become competent professionals like their  US counterparts
by be ing exposed to them has caused the United States problems. A
mu l t i polar world will he toO complicated for simple unilinear
formulat ions to suf f i ce .

Ult imately,  mil i t ary re la t ions  must make sense in the political
context .  If  there are larger overarching disagreements of an economic
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and politic al nature , military relations will tend to reflect that  fact. As
long as these larger issues of a divisive nat ure  occupy cent er stage ,
military relations will not be so warm and cooperative , part icularl y if
military leaders are also the political decisionmakers. The prescription
ot ’t’ercd here is not entirely bo ld. The United States should reverse the
current trend of’ estrangement and elevate mili tary relations with Latin
America to a higher po litical level. With Brazil , in recognition of that
country ’s prominence , the United States should ini t iate steps to
establish a fo ru m for periodic consultations at the political and mili ta ry
level on common security interests. The mechanism may be developed
from the Memorandum of’ Under standing. It would be ~ppr opr iate to
consider such a forum for the entire inter-Americ an community. Unless
the trend reverses , “the likelihood of an unfriendl y, uncooperative , and
united Latin America , determined to make use of domestic re sources
and intern ational pressure tactics as a means to negotiate bett er
treatment from the United States , cannot be totally dismissed.”I 9
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